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funding for the recovery programs have re-
ceived considerable support in Congress be-
cause the programs serve as a dispute resolu-
tion and provide a means to solve a very com-
plex set of problems. However, as the amount
of funding required increases because capital
construction projects are underway, program
participants are seeking clear statutory author-
ity to help ensure that needed funds continue
to be appropriated by Congress.

The Recovery Program is a mutually sup-
ported program including the states, govern-
ment agencies, Indian tribes, private organiza-
tions, and environmental organizations. Partici-
pants in the Upper Colorado River program
alone include the state of Colorado, the state
of Utah, the state of Wyoming, the U.S. Bu-
reau of Reclamation, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, the Western Area Power Adminis-
tration, environmental organizations, water de-
velopment interests, and federal power cus-
tomers.

This bill would authorize the appropriation of
$46 million to the Bureau of Reclamation and
the Bureau of Indian Affairs and ensure the
completion of the capital projects and research
needed to recover the listed species. Once the
bill is enacted, non-federal participants like the
states and those who purchase power from
federal hydroelectric projects, will also share in
the cost of the capital projects.

This bill is a good example of how the re-
covery of listed species can coincide with ex-
isting and future uses of water for states
needs. Also, this is an opportunity to set a
precedent for other regions of the country who
could be impacted by the recovery of a listed
species. These implementation programs are
running models—showing how cooperation
between states, government agencies, and
private organizations can achieve results. Par-
ticipants in these programs are eager to move
ahead and willing to share the costs. I urge all
my colleagues to support and co-sponsor this
Act to authorize the Bureau of Reclamation to
provide cost sharing for the endangered fish
recovery implementation programs for the
Upper Colorado River and San Juan River Ba-
sins.
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D.R.O.P. SPECIES ACT

HON. KEN CALVERT
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 24, 1999

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, today I am
dropping the fourth in a series of single-issue
bills to make common sense corrections to the
Endangered Species Act. My bill, the Direct
Review of Protected Species Act, would
amend the ESA to provide for the review and
recommendation by the National Academy of
Sciences of species that should be removed
from the list of endangered and threatened
species.

During ESA’s 26 years, over 1,154 animals
and plants have been listed as endangered or
threatened, yet only 27 species have been re-
moved from the list. 27! That is a recovery
rate of 2 percent, which leads me to believe
that either the Fish and Wildlife Service is not
keeping up with their mandate to review the
list every five years and remove recovered
species, or their best efforts to conserve habi-
tat at the expense of billions of dollars to tax-

payers are failing. Either conclusion is unac-
ceptable. The DROP Species Act would take
the de-listing process out of the hands of poli-
ticians and place it in the hands of a well-re-
spected, independent panel of scientists.

I’m unhappy with the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, Mr. Speaker. So unhappy that I will intro-
duce one ESA reform bill every week until the
Resources Committee field hearing in Cali-
fornia on July 9. The agency has a responsi-
bility to balance the rights of species with the
rights of taxpaying citizens. This is a call to
common sense.
f

EXPOSING RACISM

HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 24, 1999

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, in my continuing efforts to document and
expose racism in America, I submit the fol-
lowing articles into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

HARRISBURG, Pa. (AP)—The question of
whether ex-cons should be able to vote is be-
coming an issue in Pennsylvania and nation-
ally.

Human-rights groups and prison-rights ad-
vocates plan to challenge the law because of
its ‘‘racial implications,’’ said Pennsylvania
Prison Society director William DiMascio
said.

In addition, there is legislation in Harris-
burg seeking to overturn the law. And the
chairman of the state Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, Sen. Stewart Greenleaf, R–Mont-
gomery County, a former prosecutor, said he
is ‘‘willing to look at’’ a reconsideration of
the law.

State Rep. Jerry Birmelin, R–Wayne Coun-
ty, chairman of the House Subcommittee on
Crime and Corrections, said that while he op-
poses inmates voting, he’d consider extend-
ing the vote to ex-cons.

Pennsylvania’s law, which passed virtually
unnoticed as part of the 1995 ‘‘motor voter’’
legislation, bans felony ex-cons from reg-
istering to vote for five years after release
from prison. Before 1995, ex-cons could reg-
ister as soon as they got out of prison.

The law’s supporters, including state At-
torney General Mike Fisher, say criminals
should pay for their crimes, and that losing
the vote is part of the price.

‘‘Since the Legislature has determined a
convicted felon does not enjoy the same
rights as people who are not convicted fel-
ons, I have no problem with that,’’ Philadel-
phia District Attorney Lynne M. Abraham
said through spokeswoman Cathie Abookire.

The effort to eliminate the ban comes as
the prison inmate population rises to record
levels nationally and in the face of a new
Justice Department report that says blacks
are six times more likely to be jailed than
whites, and 2 times more likely than His-
panics.

It also comes as some Pennsylvania politi-
cians become more concerned about losing
100,000 potential voters because of the ban.

A state-by-state study by Human Rights
Watch, an international research group, esti-
mates that 3.9 million Americans currently
are banned from the ballot box. About 13 per-
cent of black men, more than 1.3 million men
nationally, cannot vote, according to the
study.

While the ban applies to anyone convicted
of a felony, it does not apply to people con-
victed or jailed on misdemeanor charges.

The only problem is that many minor crimi-
nals think they also are forbidden from vot-
ing, critics say.

‘‘We find ex-offenders and other non-felony
folks under the impression they can’t vote,’’
said Leodus Jones, director of Community
Assistance for Prisoners, a nonprofit advo-
cacy group. ‘‘I really believe there are thou-
sands in Philadelphia alone.’’

Only four states—Maine, Vermont, Massa-
chusetts and New Hampshire—allow inmates
to vote.

Estimating exactly how many Pennsylva-
nians are affected is difficult due to recidi-
vism and because no one adequately tracks
state, local and federal releases. The Penn-
sylvania Commission on Crime and Delin-
quency offered ‘‘rough numbers,’’ saying
there are about 86,000 to 101,000 inmates and
ex-cons who currently cannot vote.

The irony for those who believe the law is
discriminatory is that in the 1995 ‘‘motor
voter’’ law the ban is a part of what was de-
signed to increase minority voting by mak-
ing registration easier. However, many law-
makers say they were unaware of the felony
provision, which was inserted at a time the
Legislature was being hurried, under a fed-
eral court order, to pass a motor voter bill.

‘‘We call it ‘the mickey bill,’ because they
caught everybody asleep when they passed
it,’’ Jones said.

State Rep. Harold James, D–Philadelphia,
a former Philadelphia police officer, said,
‘‘When we voted on ‘motor voter,’ we didn’t
even know that was in there.’’

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 20, 1999]

WORKER BIAS LAWSUITS FLOOD AGRICULTURE
DEPT—MINORITIES, WOMEN ALLEGE DIS-
CRIMINATION

(By Michael A. Fletcher)

The U.S. Department of Agriculture is
grappling with a flood of discrimination
complaints from minority and female em-
ployees who describe the agency as a hotbed
of racial bias and harassment, where women
assigned to remote work crews are phys-
ically threatened by male colleagues and mi-
norities are routinely passed over for pro-
motions.

Minority and women employees have long
complained about what they call a deeply en-
trenched culture of discrimination at the
sprawling federal agency, which is often de-
rided as ‘‘the last plantation.’’ The problems
have intensified in recent months as more
employees have stepped forward with formal
complaints, even as top USDA officials have
acknowledged longstanding civil rights prob-
lems. Earlier this year, the agency agreed to
a huge court settlement that could result in
hundreds of millions of dollars being paid to
thousands of black farmers for past discrimi-
nation.

With a work force of 89,000 and a sweeping
mandate that includes administering farm
aid programs, managing national forests and
running the food stamp program, USDA is
one of the federal government’s largest de-
partments. With many of its workers de-
ployed in rural outposts, critics charge that
USDA’s rank-and-file often seems imper-
vious to the civil rights edicts that flow from
the agency’s Washington headquarters.

The agency is facing at least five class ac-
tion or proposed class action complaints, ei-
ther in federal court or before the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, where
groups of female and minority employees al-
lege that they have been the victims of bla-
tant racial bias or repeated sexual discrimi-
nation and harassment. In addition, more
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